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Maintenance Points List Example

Alaska Department of Education and Early Development

Capital Improvement Projects (FY2016)
Major Maintenance Grant Fund
Total Points - Formula-Driven and Evaluative
Final List
3 Behaol Dewiet Progect hame Tehasl | v Prov | Pan | v - O~ e o [Sovey | Vot | Maet | Waim [ Energy | Cuss | Wait | Capta | Bmer | Ctesseety | faen | cost | eeevw | Aten | O | Tetw
. Dist Avp 14n and | Expend | Houses | nouses | Space wd Labor Type Ngt L Pgm | Tren | Pan | gency | and Code g Est- Oper . tiors | Points
Rary Age Fund | Design | Maint | Tosey | 7 Yeors Apprad Condtions | Spoee | mate Cost lves
1 Petersburg City ;:usgu‘rhnmmh&hool 2700 2603 000 3000 110 000 000 0CO 10CO 1500 1000 333 267 300 233 300 600 1300 O0CO 2800 2500 367 1767 22680
o o

2 Yukee-Koyukuk armewKDehTuloski K-12 Schoot 2000 2803 000 3000 279 000 000 000 1000 1500 1000 433 367 400 300 367 367 1800 667 2333 800 467 1667 22341
enavation ate

3 Nome Gty o de Lighting Repl W 2700 3000 000 3000 316 000 000 OCO SO0 1500 1000 400 367 367 433 467 000 333 000 2667 2033 433 1833 22249

4 Lower Kuskckwim  Bethel Campus Boiler Replacement 2400 2000 000 3000 328 000 000 000 1000 1500 1000 467 433 367 433 433 000 1333 000 2833 1833 400 1300 22059

5 Fairbanks ganenoK—Bpl:'sme:School 3000 2000 000 3000 360 000 OCO 0OCO 500 1500 1000 500 500 467 400 400 267 1733 600 2333 833 433 1000 21838
enavation. Phase

6 Kake City Kake High School Boiler 3000 1834 000 30CC 126 000 9000 O00 500 1500 100C 467 40D 333 467 333 387 667 000 2667 2633 433 1467 21183
Replacement. Phase 2

7 Valdez ity Hermon Hutchens Elementary 2000 1775 000 3000 220 000 000 0CO 1000 1500 1000 333 333 300 333 400 000 800 067 2833 19487 4.00 1433 20785
HVAC System Upgrades

8 Haines ﬁq:;::e:;ésmw 3000 1425 000 3000 182 000 000 OCO 10CO 1500 1000 433 267 400 300 367 833 1233 000 3000 667 400 1533 20540

n o

§  Petersburg City gﬁd'njdeFoodSche 3000 2000 000 3000 110 000 Q00 OOCO 10CO t500 1000 333 267 300 233 300 000 567 767 2467 533 367 1633 203.77
enovetions

10 Amnette |sland gﬁlmpcﬂﬂScW Kichen 3000 3000 000 3000 174 000 000 000 1000 1500 1000 300 267 267 333 367 000 1033 200 2867 333 367 1233 20240

41 Denall Borough gwwson!(-:28chodwmqune 3000 1956 000 3000 365 000 000 000 500 1500 1000 433 300 433 467 3331333 467 000 2833 567 467 1267 20221
eplacemen

12 Geiena Gelena Intericr Learming Academy 3000 1250 000 3000 495 000 000 000 10C0O t500 1000 433 367 400 400 333 000 1267 900 2233 500 500 1587 201 45
Headquarters Classroom Bulldng
Renovation

13  Aleutians East SendPo:lK—iZ‘Scthelbno 3000 1210 000 3000 203 ©O00 00O 000 1000 1500 1000 300 300 267 323 300 000 933 067 2000 2333 333 1000 19980
System Renovation

14 Chatham :n;wmx-wsmod Boiler 3000 1250 000 3000 173 000 000 OCO 500 1500 1000 333 367 300 300 3001000 1067 000 2867 11.00 467 1433 19956
eplacement

15 Kuspuk Jack Egnaty & K-12 SchootReof 3000 2125 000 3000 175 000 000 QCC 500 1500 1000 233 233 200 233 1687 1067 1333 267 1800 900 400 1300 19734
Replacement. Sleatmute

16 Sant Manys St Mary's Campus Upgrades 3000 2747 000 3000 113 000 Q00 000 1000 1500 1000 400 333 400 500 433 000 600 000 2533 567 300 1100 18527

17 Valdez Gity H Hutchens El tary Fire 2700 1950 000 3000 187 000 000 00O 1000 1500 1000 333 400 300 300 400 000 BO00 Q00 2800 433 333 1033 18580
Alarm, Clock, & Intercom
Replacement

18 Craig City Creig Bementaty School Door & 2000 1600 000 3000 244 000 000 OQCO 1000 1500 1000 433 333 300 400 367 000 433 000 2700 433 367 1233 18344
Floaring Replacement

19  Fairbenh Admire Center Alr 2700 575 000 3000 35 000 000 O0CO SO0 1500 1000 367 433 433 367 300 000 632 000 2067 1167 300 17.33 18334
Cenditioning & Ventilation
Replacement

Issue Date: 012002015
Run Date: OU262015

Major Mainsenance List Paints
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Alaska Department of Education & Early Development
Capital Improvement Project Application
Formula-Driven Rating Form
Adopted by the Bond Rembumsement and Grant Review Committee

School District Pute
School Name
Progect Title
Fund Category
Phasc Maccimum Points
Max Sehoel Major
Points Comstruction | Malntemance
AN F CDE
= Formula-Driven Rating Form (continued)
10 1L Condithon/Component Survey (ueiton () (
Conditeon sarvey ~ 0, 3, $.X cc 10 poires
30 |2 District runking (QJuestion 3a) Mas Sctwnl Ma o
Pragect 91 reguest < 30 points, 42 « 27 poanta, #3 ~ 24 paints Pomts r

ALBF C.DLE

Each additsornl project 3 pamnts less

30 13 Weighted average age of facility (Juestion 5b)

A, O-10 yeaes = 1) points

B =10 <20 yess = 5/ year inexcess o 10 years

C =20 <30 years =5 = 75 per yeur s excess of 20 yeurs

[y =30-40 years = 125+ 1 75 per year in excess of 30 yeam

B =30 yeurs = 30 poirds

30 4. Previous AS 14,11 funding for this preject (Questons e & 7a)

Previces funding = 30 pairts

No previcus funding ~ 0 poings

28 £ Planning & design phase has been completed (Question ob-te and Appendix B)

A All reguired elesents of plarming = 10 points

B All clements planning + reguired elements of schemutic desgn = 20 pomis

C All elements of plannusg and schemalxs + required elaments of dessgn
development = 25 pounts

2 | & Unhowsed students today (Questions 5a-5g) NA

A 100% of capacity = (1 points

B = 100%% of capacaty = One point for each 3% of excess capacity

€ 230% of capacity = S0 points

30 9. Preventive Maintenance (Quesion 9)
A Mamcnance Mamagement Program
1 Distasled summury reporis of tnsasermnee abor pursmetons 15 poins
2 Detasled summary reporis of P comreciae mamienince parsociers )0 pots
3 The S-year sverspe expendmure for martonmmce dovided by the S-year
average sured replacement valoe, dntrict wide S pomts
If *o=4 then (Mex 125}
If %« >3, then §

30 | 7. Unhowsed stdents in seven years (£ year Post-occupancy) | QuestionsSa. 5g) NA
A 100 % of capacity = O poits

BB = 100Fs of capacaty ~ One poind for each 5% of excess cupacity
€ 250% of capacity = 30 poires

30 |8 Type of space added or impraved [ Juestion 51 N'A
A Instructions] or resource ) poitts
B Support teachirg 25 points
2 Food seevice, recreational, and general suppont 15 points
D. Supplemental 10 poirta
265 Total Points
Page | of 2 Page 20f2

Alaska Departmant of Edncation & Furdy Development
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Formula-Driven Scoring:
Overview

Schematic Design Design

District Priority (30)
BRNing (]0)(10) Development (5) y

Condition Survey
(10) &«
Previous AS 14.11¢

Maintenance
Reports (25)

Maint Exp (5)

Unhoused Post-
Occ. (30)

Unhoused
Today (50)

=Alaska Department of Education and Early Development 6



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Overview

» Based on information submitted in:
o CIP application
o Annual district submittals to DEED

» Information verified with DEED files:

o Historical files
o Facilities database

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development .7



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Overview

FY17 CIP Application Changes

Facility Appraisal 5 0
Condition Survey 5 0,3,5,8,or10
Design Development 10 5
Total Possible 270 265

Formula-Driven Points

sAlaska Department of Education and Early Development



Formula-Driven Scoring:
District Priority — Question 3a

» District Priority -

> The unique number given to each project in a
priority sequence approved by the district school
board

- DEED will not accept two projects with the same
ranking

> Ten award levels
- 30 points for number one priority project
- 3 points for number ten priority project

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development -9



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Weighted Average Age — Question 3b

» Weighted Average Age Scoring -

> Multiple award levels with four tiers
A. 0-10 years = 0 points
B. > 10 < 20 years = 0-5 points available
C. > 20 < 30 vyears = 5.75 - 12.5 points available

D. > 30 < 40 years = 14.25 - 28.25 points available
E. > 40 years = 30 points

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development =10



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Condlition Survey — Question 6a

» Condition/Component Survey

> Facility Condition or Component Survey - 10
Points;
- A technical survey of facilities and buildings to determine

compliance with standards and codes for safety,
maintenance, repair and operation;

- This report follows any accepted format

- Survey may be completed by architect, engineer or persons
with documented expertise (report expertise in 6e -
Planning/Design Team).

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development =11



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Condition Survey — Question 6a

Comprehensive survey that informs the project and includesa 10
full description of existing systems and code deficiencies.
Recommendations and costs to renovate are included along

with supplemental information such as special inspections,
photographs, drawings, and engineering calculations as

applicable. It is less than 6 years old.

Many of the elements listed above; less than 10 years old. 8

Survey informs the project, but supplements that would further 5
document conditions are not provided or not substantial; it is
less than 10 years old.

Survey is more than 10 years old, but may still contain relevant 3
information.

Survey not submitted or does not inform project. 0

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development
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Formula-Driven Scoring:
Planning

» Facility appraisal

- An assessment of facilities and buildings to
determine adequacy with respect to educational
concerns.

- Optional; no longer scored. Include if available, it
is valuable for informing the raters about the
project.

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development 213
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"We should have bought the piano
first, and built the igloo around it."
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Formula-Driven Scoring:
Planning & Design — Section 6

» Planning & design points: 3 award levels
A. Planning/Concept Design complete 10 pts
B. Design:35% (schematic design) complete 20 pts
C. Design:65% (design development) complete 25 pts

» Need for design phase is determined by DEED

» Deliverables are identified in Appendix B of
Instructions

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development .15



Alaska Department of Education & Early Development
APPENDIX B: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT PHASES
Adopted by the Bond Reimbursement & Grant Review Committee
September 10, 2014

The application form requires designation of the phase(s) for which the district requests funding. Below is o
basic scope of effort for each phase. Ttems marked Required are mandatory (where project scope dictates )
n order for progects lo rocesve planning. schematic design und or design development points. Reguired
documents must be submitted by September 17,

CONDITION COMPONENT SURVEY (0 10 10 posnts possible}

PHASE 1« PLANNING CONCEPT DESIGN (0 or 10 points possthle)
1. Select architectural or engmeenng consultants (4 AAC 31.065) « (Required if necessary to accomplish
scope of project)
Prepare a school facility sppraasal (optional)
Inchude o condition 'component survey s referenced above - (Required if project Is a major
rehabilitation' )
. Identify need category of project - (Required)
5. Venfystudent populstions and trends - (Required for new Fecilities nod additions to existing facilities)
6. Complete education specifications (4 AAC 31.010) - (Required for new fucilities, additions, amd
major rehabilitations to exksting facilities )
7. Identify site requirements and potential sites « (Required for new facilities)
8. Complete concept design stuches und planning cost estimate « {Required)

s

y ) , Q asi
Perform site evabuation and site selection analysss (4 AAC 31.025) - (Required for new facilities)

1

2 Prepare plan for transition from obd site to new site, if applicable - (Required for new facilities)

3. Accomplish site survey and perform preliminary site investigation (topography, geotechnical) -
(Required for new facilitics)

4. Obtan fetter of commitment from the landowner allowing for purchase or lease of site - (Required for
new facilities)

5. Complete schematic design documents including development of approximate dimensioned site plans,

floor plans, clevations and engincering narratives for all necessary disciplines - (Required)
G, Compiete preliminary cost estimate appropriate to the phase - (Required)
7. Accomplish r condition survey relevant to scope - (Required if project is a major rehabilitation’)

e

1. Complete suggested clements of planning/design not finished in the previows phases - (Required )

2. Review and confirm planning (4 AAC 31.030)

3. Accomplish a condition ‘component survey relevant 1o scope < (Requirved if project Is a major
rehabilitation')

1. Obtain option to purchase or lease site af an agreed upon price and tems - (Required for new facilities)

5. Complete design development o te, meluding di onexd site plans, floor plans, complete

externor clevations, deafl technical spevifications. and engincering plans - (Required)
6. Prepare proposed schedule and method of construction
Prepare revised cost estimate approprinte to the phase - (Required )
8. Energy consumplion and cost report

=

! Under 4 AAC 31LANT) “rebabditanion” meses scipaing an exonng faoilty 10 mprove the appormunity 5o provide &
contemporary edocatonsd progmem; and meludes major remodeling, repair, renovation, and modermization with
related capizal equipment

Rev, Wl0) 8 Instrisctions to accongeey Fomm #05-15-000
Alaska Departmem of Edaconca £ Early Development Appenikx B

sAlaska Department of Education and Early Development
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Formula-Driven Scoring:
Unhoused Students - Section 5

Attendance Area & Average Daily Membership

» Capacity calculations are based on the
attendance area where the project will be
constructed

» Annually, the department publishes a current
attendance area list

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development 17



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Questions 5a - 5b

» 5a - Enter the grade levels housed by the
proposed project facility

» 5b - Identify any work (other than the project
in the application) that is taking place in the
attendance area impacted by the proposed
project

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development .18



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Questions 5c¢ - 5d

» 5¢ - Identify any schools that house students
in the same grade levels as in the requested

project

» 5d - Identify the anticipated date of
occupancy for the project (attach a schedule if

available)

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development 219



Formula-Driven Scoring:

Percent Capacity Today
— Questions 5c¢ & 5e

» This element assesses the capacity of
current/funded school space to house
students at current ADMs

» Point assignments:
A. 100% of capacity = O points
B. >100% of capacity = 1 Point for each 3% of
excess capacity;
C. 250% of capacity = 50 points

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development =20



ADM Projection Comparison

School Distrct: Chatham 2014 ADM Year [
School Name: Gustavus School
Project Number: 16-xxx
School Type: K-12
Attendance Area:  Gustavus EFEDUCATION
& EARLY DEVELOPMENT
|Historical Attendance Area ADM by Fiscal Year
Average Overall
Annual ADM ADM
FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 Change Growth
Attendance Area 4400] 4250 44089 45.50] 38.75] 57.25] 49.75] 52.25] 61.10] | 5.48%|  38.86%)
Future School ADM Projections by School Year
Average Overall
Annual ADM ADM
2014-2015  2015-2016  2016-2017  2017-2018  2018-2019  2013-2020  2020-2021 _ 2021-2022 Change Growth
District's K-6 Projection - | 46.78] 49.34] 52.05] 54 90| 57.91] 61.08] 64.43] 67.96] | 5.48%|  53.23%)
District's 7-12 Projection — [ _1767] 1864 1966] 2073| 2187] 2307  2433| 2567 [ 5.48%| 53.23%
EED's K-6 Projection — 46.78 4934 52.05 54 .90 57.91 61.08 64.43 67.96 5.48% 53.23%)
EED's 7-12 Projection — 17.67 18.64 19.66 20.73 21.87 23.07 2433 2567 5.489‘! 53.23%
JFuture school projections based on schocl ADM popuiation for the 2013-2014 school year of: 4435 K-6 students
16.75 7-12 students

Note: District projection numbers shown in italics were not provided by the school district.

Printed: 5/1/2014 File Name: Copy of ADMasterFY 16 ADM SF Combined-Use.xis Worksheet: ADM

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development .21




| District Chatham
School Gustavus School

Project Number:  16-xxx
—{School Type: __K-12

Allowable Gross Square Footage

Projected ADM (K-6):

G7.96 * #

Projected ADM (7-12):

2567 " #

Existing DEED designated GSF

18,062 SF A

Existing GSF To Remain

18,062 SF

Additional GSF Requested

0 SF

18,062 SF

Total GSF Proposed:
I

Eligible Base Ggg

11,987 SF

Eligible Supplemental GSF:

12,762 SF

Total GSF Eligible:

24,744 SF

Additional GSF Allowable:

6,682 SF

Additional GSF Reduction

No Reduction

Printed: 5/1/2014

File Name: Copy of ADMasterFY 16 ADM SF Combined-Use xls Worksheet: Allow SF

sAlaska Department of Education and Early Development
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\atrict: Chatham
[School.  Gustavus School
_|Project Number:  16-xxx

School Type: K12

Current Capacity and Unhoused

Current ADM (K- ;
“|Earrent ADM ‘i‘l» 19y

4435
1675

Existing GSF

18,062 SF

Existing GSF Elementary Capacity

45,92

Existing GSF Secondary Capacity

1734

Existing Base GSF.

8,096 SF

Existing Supplemental GSF

9,966 SF

Existing GSF Serving Total ADM:

18,062 5F

Unhoused Students:
[

-2.16

Current Percent Capacity:

96,59%

Printed: 5/1/2014

File Name: Copy of ADMasterFY 16 ADM SF Combined-Use sNorksheet: Current Capacity

sAlaska Department of Education and Early Development

=23



Il‘tll

U(_
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Chatham
. Gustavus School
P mber:  16-xxx

~|School Type: K-12

ON

\ll\)!’\"\”

Projected Capacity and Unhoused

Projected ADM (K-6):

67 96

Projected ADM (7-12):

25.67

Existing GSF:

18,062 SF

Existing GSF Elementary Capacity:

4592

Existing GSF Secondary Capacity:

17.34

Existing Base GSF

8,096 SF

Existing Supplemental GSF.

9,966 SF

Existing GSF Serving Total ADM:

18,062 S5F

Unhoused Students:

30.36

Projected Percent Capacity:

148.00%

Printed: 5172014

File Name: Copy of ADMasterFY 16 ADM SF Combined-Usavisksheet: Projected Capacity

sAlaska Department of Education and Early Development

=24



Formula-Driven Scoring:

Percent Capacity S5yr Post-Ocec.
— Question Se

» This element assesses the capacity of
current/funded school space to house
students at projected ADMs

» Point assignments:
A. 100% of capacity = 0 points
B. >100% of capacity = 1 Point for each 5% of
excess capacity
C. 250% of capacity = 30 points

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development 25



"T'LL SEE YOU ONE FIRE EXIT,
ANP RAISE YOU ANOTHER SPRINKLER SYSTEM.”

sAlaska Department of Education and Early Development
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Formula-Driven Scoring:

Type of Space Added/Improved -
Question 5i

» Use Appendix D to application instructions
for space categories:
> Four Space Types

- Instructional or resource 30 pts
- Support teaching 25 pts
- Food service, recreational, gen. support 15 pts
- Supplemental 10 pts

> 30 points maximum; scoring is weighted for space
combinations;

> School Construction projects only; categories A, B

or F

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development =27



Formula-Driven Scoring:

Type of Space Added/Improved -
Question 5i

Project Space Equation

» Table 5.2 applies to all School Construction
projects that add space or change utilization
of existing space.

» It is helpful information for projects that are
major rehabilitations, although no formula-
driven points are awarded for completion.

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development .28



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Type of Space Added/Improved -

Question 5i

Project Space Equation (cont.)

» Tell us what space you have:

- How space is allocated by use (ref. Appendix D)
- Totals from questions #3b and #7a should match

» W
» W
» W

nat space is being renovated
nat new space is being built

surplused

nat space is being demolished or

o R

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development +29



Formula-Driven Scoring:

Type of Space Added/Improved -
Question 5i

» The amount of space to remain “as-is’
column, p/us the amount of space to be
renovated, minus existing space to be
abandoned or demolished, p/us the new or
additional space, equals total space when
project is completed.

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development =30



Alaska Department of Education & Early Development

Si. Project space utilization (Up 1o 30 points)
Completion of this table is mandatory for all projects that add space or change existing
space utiization. If the project does not alter the configuration of the existing space, it is
not pecessary to complete this table. Use gross square feet for space entries in thas table

Table 82 PROJECT SPACE EQUATION

A I n 1 | IV B
Spoce o Total Spece
Existing | remsain | Spoce tole | Space tole upon
S pace Luilizntion S puce "as b Renowated | Deseodished  Now Space | Completion

Flem LotnctionalResource

Sou. fnstroctional Resouorce

Sugpedt Teachay

Geoesal Suppont

Sugm bermuntary

Total Schoot Sgace

Farm #05-15-020

FY2017 CIP Applicataon
Alaski Department of Edxation & Esely Development

Pags 9ol 17

sAlaska Department of Education and Early Development =31



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Prior AS 14.117 Funding - Question 8e

» Points are awarded if a project includes previous
grant funding under AS 14.11 and the project was
intentionally short funded by the legislature.

» DEED will confirm by referencing reported grant
number and amount from Table 7.1, Column 1.

Previous Funding = 30 points
No Previous funding = O points

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development =32



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Preventive Maintenance — Section 9

» Question 9b- “Labor” Reports

> [tem A: District wide report that shows total
maintenance labor hours on work-orders by type of
work vs. labor hours available for previous 12
months (5 pts)

> |tem B: District wide report of scheduled and
completed work-orders by month for previous 12
months (5 pts)

> Item C: District wide report of incomplete work-
orders sorted by age and status for previous 12

months (5 pts)

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development -33



HVAC background.”
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Formula-Driven Scoring:
Preventive Maintenance — Section 9

» Question 9c- “Activities” Reports

> Item A: District wide report comparing scheduled
(preventive) maintenance work-order hours to
unscheduled maintenance work-order hours by
month for previous 12 months (5 pts)

> Item B: District wide report of monthly trend data
for unscheduled work-orders of hours and
numbers of work-orders by month for the
previous 12 months (5 pts)

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development +35



Formula-Driven Scoring:
Preventive Maintenance — Section 9

» Question 9d: Average Expenditure for
Maintenance:

> Are there sufficient resources programmed to
keep the district’s facilities maintained? (5 pts)
5-year average maintenance expenditure
5-year average replacement value

- 4% ratio of maintenance expenditures to
replacement value = 5 points

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development -36
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Alaska Department of Education & Early Development
Capital Improvement Project Application
Evaluative Rating Form
Adopted by the Bond Resmbarsement nnd Grunl Review Committee

School Dastrict

Sehool Name
Project Tutle

Fund Category
Phase Maximum Points
Rater Date

Nete  Peuts for elements two trough eight will be weghved 10 apply 1o each specific cotegoey of & mixed-
scupe peogect

Max School Major
Palnts Construction Maintenance
ABF C.D.E

25 1. Effectiveness of preveative miknl emamce progrm
(Queshon)

A Mureenance Mansgement Namative = S pounts maxumam

8. Energy Monagemrent Narratsve = 5 poents saximum

C Cugodinl Nurative © 5 poinly masamim

D Mumerssiee Tratning Namsive = S points miocmss

B Capital Planning Narmtive = § points miccimies

0 2. Emergemncy conditions (Queston 83)

id applcation check “yes™ jm |
D disozeson support ezmengency datus’ O

a0 3. Serousness ol life/'safety and code condatinns (Question 4a)

4n 4. Existing spoce (wils 1o meet or insdequately serves existing or
proposed clementury or secondary programs |uestionshb)

A Mandated Program = 40 points maximium

B Existng local program = X) painds maxamum

C. New approved local program = 20 points maommen

30 5. Heasomshleness & completeness of cost or cast estimate
(Question Ta)

3o 0. Helationship of the preject cost (o the amounl
operational cost savings (Juestion &)

~
-

. Thoroughness in considering use of alternative facdlitics to N'A
meet the needs of the projeet {Qucanm 5

25 K. Thorvughness in considering o fubl ronge ol options for the
project (CQuaeden §¢)

255 Total Points

Alssha Diegrtinent of Edacation & Farly Devdopmmen

sAlaska Department of Education and Early Development =38



Evaluative Scoring:
Overview

» 8 scoring elements, 255 possible points
» Independently scored by three raters

» Based on information submitted in the CIP
application

> Scoring will consider the full range of project
submittals from conceptual to construction

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development =39



Evaluative Scoring:
Overview

Alternative
Facilities (5)

Options (25) PM Narratives (25)

Op. Cost Saving
(30)

Emergency (50)

Cost Esti

Life Safety
Inadequacy of Conditions (50)

Space (40)

=Alaska Department of Education and Early Development 40



Evaluative Scoring:

Effectiveness of the PM Program — Section 9

» Question 9a Maintenance Management
Narrative (5 pts):

> Does the described program address preventive
maintenance as well as routine? If so, how?

> Specific examples from each school

- Does the narrative specify how the program
addresses all building components: mechanical,
electrical, structural, architectural, exterior/civil?

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development .41



Evaluative Scoring:
Effectiveness of the PM Program — Section 9

» Question 9a (continued)- Maintenance
Management Narrative (5 pts):

o Is there evidence supplied which demonstrates that
the program is effective?

o Who participates in the program and how does it
function?

o Is the quality of the PM program reflected in the
maintenance management reports?

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development .42



Evaluative Scoring:

Effectiveness of the PM Program - Section 9 (cont.)

» Question 9e- Energy Management Narrative
(5 pts):

> |s the district engaged in reducing energy
consumption in its facilities?

(@)

Is a comprehensive set of methods being used?

(@)

Is the program district-wide in scope?

(@)

Is the program achieving quantifiable results?

o

Is there a method for reviewing and monitoring
energy usage? (energy data reports)

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development 43



Evaluative Scoring:
Effectiveness of the PM Program - Section 9 (cont.)

» Question 9f- Custodial Narrative (5 pts):

> |s the district’s custodial program complete? Is it
district-wide in scope?

> |s the program achieving quantifiable results?

> |s custodial program based on quantities from
building inventories and frequency of care based
on industry practice?

> Has the district customized its program to be
specific to each facility?
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Evaluative Scoring:
Effectiveness of the PM Program - Section 9 (cont.)

» Question 9g - Maintenance Training Narrative
(5 pts):

- Does the program address training and on-going
education of the maintenance staff?

- Are maintenance personnel being trained in
specific building systems and are training
schedules attached?

- How is training recorded and effectiveness
measured?
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Evaluative Scoring:
Effectiveness of the PM Program - Section 9 (cont.)

» Question 9h- Capital Planning Narrative (5 pts):

- Renewal and replacement schedules provided?
Comprehensive and verifiable?

- Does the district have a process for identifying
capital renewal needs? Is it site verified?

> Are component/subsystem replacement cycles
identified and used?

- Are systems up for renewal grouped into logical
capital projects?
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“David, call you back. Something's come up.”
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Evaluative Scoring:

Code Deficiency/Protection of Structure/Life Safely
— Question 4a

» 50 point maximum

» Points assignment considerations:
- Application documents deficiency
- Application documents need for correction

- Application explains how the project corrects
deficiency

> Are critical and non-critical conditions combined?

- Scoring is weighted in the case of mixed scope projects
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Evaluative Scoring:
Code Deficiency/Protection of Structure/Life Safely

— Question 4a (cont.)

» Supporting documentation of the conditions is
critical:

> Condition survey
> Photographic documentation

> Third party communications/reports

» Documentation should be objective, specific
and verifiable.
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Evaluative Scoring:

Alternative Facilities — Question 5h
» 5 point maximum

» Only scored for School Construction projects

» Discuss alternatives considered for housing students:

Community inventory/rationale analysis/documentation 5 points
Community inventory/rationale with economic analysis 4 points
Community inventory/brief rationale provided 3 points
Community inventory/alternative facilities identified 2 points
Community inventory listed 1 point
Question not answered 0 points
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Evaluative Scoring:
Cost Estimate — Question 7a

» 30 point maximum
» Scoring covers the full range of possible projects

» Scoring considers reasonableness and
completeness

- What is the source of the cost information?
> Are lump sums described and supported?
- Does the estimate match the scope?

> If necessary, are additive percentages explained?
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Evaluative Scoring:
Cost Estimate — Question 7a (cont.)

Project Cost - “Reasonableness Evaluation”

» Reasonable is judged by standards (DEED
cost model, national estimating standards,
Alaskan experience)

» The more information provided, the easier
it is to evaluate “reasonableness”

» Identifying sources is important (just filling
out the cost table does not provide
confidence that the costs are reasonable)
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Evaluative Scoring:
Cost Estimate — Question 7a (cont.)

Reasonable/matches scope/complete/construction 27-30 points
document level

Reasonable/matches scope/complete/65% document 23-26 points
level

Reasonable/matches scope/complete/35% document 18-22 points
level

Reasonable/matches scope/complete/concept 12-17 points
level/DEED cost model

Some costs not supported/a few scope items missing 6-11 points
Costs not supported/many scope items missing 1-5 points
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Evaluative Scoring:
Emergency — Question 8a

» 50 point maximum
» Scored only if a district declares an emergency

» Evaluation and score based on information
provided in application

» Emergency must be clearly identified and
described in the project description

» Scoring weighted if project includes non-
emergency scope
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Evaluative Scoring:
Emergency — Question 8a (cont.)

Building destroyed and must be replaced; students are 50 points
currently unhoused

Building unsafe; immediate repairs required; students are | 25-45 points
currently unhoused

Building occupied; building official has issued an order to | 5-25 points
repair

A portion of the building requires significant repair or 5-45 points
replacement in order to use for educational purposes

Major building component/system completely failed and 25-45 points
requires replacement; facility is unusable until replaced

Major building component/system has a high probability | 5-25 points
of failure
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Some emergencies are easy to identify, especially with
proper documentation.

sAlaska Department of Education and Early Development <57



Evaluative Scoring:
Evaluation of Existing Space — Question 8b

» Up to 40 total points available
A. Mandated Programs (up to 40 points)
B. Existing Local Programs (up to 20 points)
C. New Local Programs (up to 15 points)

» Considers both physical and functional aspects

» Considers how the space meets instructional
program needs

Considers balance of program types

v

Scoring is weighted for mixed scope projects

>
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Evaluative Scoring:

Evaluation of Existing Space -
Question 8b (cont.)

Existing space significantly inadequate to meet 25-40 points
state mandated instructional programs; severe
overcrowding

Existing space not adequate to meet state 11-24 points
mandated or proposed new or existing local
programs; moderate overcrowding

Existing space not adequate to meet state 1-10 points
mandated or proposed new or existing local
programs; minor or no overcrowding

Existing inadequate space being addressed by 0-5 points
major maintenance project

-Alaska Department of Education and Early Development <59



Evaluative Scoring.

Project Cost vs. Annual Cost Savings —
Question 8d

» 30 point maximum

» District provides information for evaluation

» Cost/benefit perspective is important

» Credit given for numerical analysis, not
opinion

» Applies to all projects

» Consider operational cost impacts of the
project
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Dave, determined to go green by using
only solar powered tools, will hereafter
check weather reports before making bids.
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Evaluative Scoring:

Project Cost vs. Annual Cost Savings —
Question 8d (cont.)

Detailed projected operational cost savings; projected 21-30 points
savings will result in a payback of 10 years or less

Detailed projected operational cost savings; projected 11-20 points
savings will result in a payback of 10 - 20 years

Summary analysis of projected operational cost savings; | 6-10 points
savings will result in a payback exceeding 20 years

Stated opinion regarding estimated cost savings 1-5 points
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Evaluative Scoring:
Other Options — Question 8c

» 25 point maximum

» Different than alternative facilities

» Looking for cost analyses of options
» Options should be viable (realistic)

» Reference AS 14.11.013(b)(6)
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Evaluative Scoring:
Other Options — Question 8c (cont.)

Project Options

» Describe two or more options to this project
that have been considered

- |f project proposes to add new or additional space,
districts must consider service area boundary
changes

- Life cycle and cost/benefit analysis are important
factors

> Discuss project execution options (phasing, in-
house vs. contracted construction)
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Evaluative Scoring:
Other Options — Question 8c (cont.)

Project Options

» Answers are often too brief.
Example of a school replacement project:

- Common responses to question
- Do nothing
- There are no other options

- Better/viable options might be:

- Looked at double shifting, or schedule
adjustments

- Looked at providing temporary portables

- Performed a LCCA and C/B analysis to
| determine most cost effective solution
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Evaluative Scoring:
Other Options — Question 8c (cont.)

Fully described options supported by life- 21-25
cycle/cost benefits analyses; preferred option points
supported by explanation and documentation; at
least 3 options, including proposed project

Fully described options without life-cycle/cost 11-20
benefits analyses; preferred option supported by | points
explanation and documentation; at least 3
options, including proposed project

A description of each option; no additional 1-10
documentation or cost analysis; at least 2 options, | points
including proposed project
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Scoring Issues

» Evaluative scoring

° Update preventive maintenance narratives; dated
information doesn’t provide confidence that
program is effective.

° Discuss data in maintenance reports—what do the
numbers say about the district’s maintenance
management program? Explain the numbers (i.e.
why are there so many unreported maintenance
hours?)

© Facts and figures score better than unsupported
narrative.
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Scoring Issues

» Formula-Driven scoring

> Primary purpose (question 1b) should be the
same on the application and the six-year plan

- Rank of project (question 3a) should be the same
on the application and the six-year plan

> Facility information should correspond to info in
DEED’s facility database (i.e. facility #, GSF, year
built)
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Application Issues
» Instructions/Appendices/Rater’s Guide:

° Read through the instructions, appendices, and
rater’s guide before filling out the application

* They are important for a complete
understanding of the process

* They provide both instruction and direction

* Definitions in the appendices A (category of
project), C (project budget categories) and E
(maintenance components) are good resources
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Application Reminders

» Indicate when projects are complete and being
submitted for reimbursement.

» Project scope - provide a full explanation of the
project (work requested in the application).

» Be consistent - make sure all of the pieces of the
application address the same scope of work.

» Use of photographs and drawings and quantitative
measurements are very helpful.
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Application Suggestion

» Before submitting, have someone who is not
familiar with the project read your application:

o Does the project description make sense? Is the
application reasonable and complete?

o Are all of the items required for eligibility included?

o Are the applications and attachments organized and
clearly labeled?

o Is it signed by the Superintendent or Chief School
Administrator?
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50, IF THE
BEAVER'S A CARPENTER,
THE FROG'S A PLUMBER
AND THE DO&’S A POOFER...
WHAT THE HECK
ARE YOU SUPPOSED
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Myc}wfor attending the workshop!

Feel free to contact the facilities section
if you have further questions; we are here
to assist you.

Kimberly Andrews, Architectural Assistant- 465-1858
Wayne Marquis, Building Management Specialist - 465-2890
Courtney Preziosi, School Finance Specialist | - 465-6470

Lori Weed, School Finance Specialist Il - 465-2785
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